
 AT&T Services, Inc. 
645 E. Plumb Lane, C142 
Reno, NV  89502 

T: 775 333 3991 
F: 775 333-2364  
Janice.Ono@att.com 

Via Electronic Filing 
 
 
April 10, 2015 
 
 
Utah Public Service Commission 
Heber M. Wells Building, 4th Floor 
160 East 300 South 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 
 
ATTN: Melissa Paschal 
Email: psc@utah.gov 
 
Re: AT&T Inc. 2013 Lifeline Biennial Audit Final Report 

WC Docket No. 11-42 
 
Dear Ms. Paschal: 
 
On behalf of Cricket Communications, LLC, please find attached a copy of AT&T Inc.’s 
2013  Lifeline Biennial Audit Final Report that was filed at the FCC pursuant to 47 C.F.R. 
§54.420(a). The audit covers the year of 2013 and samples three states.  For 2013 the 
selected states were Oklahoma, Illinois, and Washington.    
 
No action is necessary on your part.  If you have any questions concerning this matter, please 
call me to discuss. I can be reached at (775) 333-3991. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Janice Ono 
Area Manager - Regulatory 
 
Enclosure 

 

mailto:tbehr@utah.gov
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ATTACHMENT A-1
OBJECTIVE I, PROCEDURE 4d

LIFELINE SUBSCRIBER COMMUNICATIONS - EXAMPLE 5

CRICKET

TEXT MESSAGES SENT TO LIFELINE SUBSCRIBERS WITH DUPLICATE ADDRESSES

CAMPAIGN
NAME

START
DATE

TEXT CAMPAIGN MESSAGE SENT COUNT

Lifeline
Duplicate
Address
Campaign

5/20/2013 LIFELINE ALERT! Our records indicate a duplicate
address issue with your account. Come into a Cricket
store by 6/2 to update your address.

2698

Lifeline
Duplicate
Address
Campaign 2

5/22/2013 LIFELINE ALERT! Our records indicate a duplicate
address issue with your account. Come into a Cricket
store by 6/2 to update your address.

327

Lifeline
Duplicate
Address
Campaign--
11/1

11/1/2013 LIFELINE ALERT! There is an issue with your address.
You must visit a Cricket store by 11/30 and update your
address or your credit will be removed.

2803

See Report of Independent Accountants on Applying Agreed-Upon Procedures 
Dated April 1, 2015 8
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Ernst & Young, LLP’s Report of Independent Accountants on 

Applying Agreed-Upon Procedures Dated April 1, 2015,  

Appendix A 

AT&T Management Response 

Objective I: Carrier Obligation to Offer Lifeline, Procedure I-2 

 

 One example, from the Cricket ETCs, included required 

information items i. and v., but did not include required 

information items ii, iii and iv.  

 

 

 

AT&T notes that during the audit period, Cricket was an ETC that 

was unaffiliated with AT&T.  The one example noted by the 

auditor was a poster that, pre-AT&T acquisition, Cricket displayed 

in some of its stores.  According to Cricket, its primary in-store 

Lifeline marketing material was a brochure, which contained all of 

the elements noted in the Procedure. 

 

Objective I: Carrier Obligation to Offer Lifeline, Procedure I-4(d) 
 

 The copies of the requested documents were obtained for 15 of 

the 30 subscribers (from the Cricket ETCs). The documents 

included an explanation that the subscriber had 35 days from 

the date of the notice of impending de-enrollment letter to 

demonstrate continued eligibility or the carrier would terminate 

the subscriber’s Lifeline service. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 For 13 of the 30 subscribers (from the Telco ETCs), 

Management represented that the Telco ETCs did not retain the 

notice of impending de-enrollment letters sent. 

 

 

 

 

 

AT&T notes that during the audit period, Cricket was an ETC that 

was unaffiliated with AT&T.  Prior to AT&T acquiring Cricket, 

Cricket’s recertification process accounted for a five-day mailing 

period.  As part of the FCC’s duplicates resolution process, which 

was used before NLAD, the FCC directed USAC to send a letter 

to consumers USAC identified as receiving duplicative Lifeline 

service “giving them 35 days from the date listed on the letter, 

which should result in at least 30-days notice after mail-processing 

time.”  See Lifeline and Link Up Reform and Modernization, 

Report and Order, FCC 11-97, ¶ 16 (2011).  After AT&T acquired 

Cricket in March 2014, Cricket ceased this practice and in its 2014 

recertification effort, Cricket gave its Lifeline subscribers 30 days 

to recertify their continued eligibility for the Lifeline benefit.    

 

The Telcos use the recertification letter format/template that was 

provided in response to Appendix D, Request #1.  The Telcos use 

a subscriber list and send the recertification letters to the 

customers on that list.  The Telcos do not retain a copy of every 

single recertification letter request sent.  The Telcos would have 

the original recertification letter sent only when the customer 
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completes and returns the paper document.  Customers 

recertifying via the IVR after having received the original 

recertification letter do not return any documents to AT&T.  The 

recertification letter template was used for the recertification 

process and it contains the appropriate language to meet the 

required verification testing.  The completed and returned 

recertification letters previously sampled match the template 

language and, by its return, is evidence that it had been sent to the 

subscriber.  Lastly, AT&T is not aware of a requirement to retain a 

copy of each individual recertification letter sent.  Indeed, the FCC 

neither sought nor received approval from OMB to require ETCs 

to retain copies of every recertification letter sent.  Instead, the 

FCC sought and received OMB approval to require ETCs to 

“collect signed certifications from subscribers attesting to their 

continued eligibility. . . .”  See FCC Supporting Statement, 3060-

0819, at 4 (Sept. 2012), available at 

http://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/PRAViewDocument?ref_nbr=2

01207-3060-011 (emphasis added).  

 

Objective II: Consumer Qualification for Lifeline, Procedure II-5 

 

 For one of the 13 subscribers, Management represented that the 

Cricket ETCs relied on their manual procedures to check for 

duplicate Lifeline service at the subscriber’s address.  At the 

time of the subscriber’s Lifeline application, Cricket was in 

transition to the SOLIX system which did not indicate to 

Cricket a duplicate Lifeline service.   

 

 

 

During the audit period, Cricket was an ETC that was unaffiliated 

with AT&T.  According to Cricket, this error was an isolated issue 

due to a Cricket employee performing Cricket’s manual 

reconciliation process.  That employee erroneously recorded that 

this Cricket customer had a one-per-household (“OPH”) 

worksheet on file.    

 

Objective III: Subscriber Eligibility Determination and 

Certification, Procedure III-3 
 

 

 

 

http://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/PRAViewDocument?ref_nbr=201207-3060-011
http://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/PRAViewDocument?ref_nbr=201207-3060-011
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(a) i.throughviii.   

 

 For eight of the 50 subscribers tested, their initial certification 

forms included all the information listed in Procedure III-3.a. i. 

through III-3.a.viii., except for whether the subscriber’s 

residential address is temporary or permanent. These eight 

subscribers executed their initial Lifeline certification forms 

during July 2012 and August 2012. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

xi. 

 

 For two of the 50 selected subscribers tested, the Lifeline 

service start date was prior to the date of their initial 

certification form. Management represented that these two 

subscribers, both of which subscribed in 2012, were granted a 

30 or 60 day courtesy Lifeline credit pending their certification 

and that the ETC did not request reimbursement of the courtesy 

credits in the Form 497s for the respective months. 

Management also represented that, as of December 9, 2013, 

they no longer grant courtesy credits to Lifeline subscribers.  

 

 

 

 

With regard to the eight of the 50 subscribers tested, the 

application forms at issue belong to Cricket subscribers.  During 

the audit period, Cricket was an ETC that was unaffiliated with 

AT&T.  The particular version of Cricket’s application form that it 

used with these eight subscribers did not include a place for the 

subscriber to confirm whether his/her address was temporary or 

permanent but that Cricket modified all of its application forms to 

include this language in October 2012.   AT&T notes that, to date, 

the FCC has never allowed the underlying rule for which the 

temporary/permanent housing information is necessary to go into 

effect; thus, Cricket’s omission of this language from this 

particular version of its application form had no effect on the 

Lifeline program or Cricket’s reimbursements.  See 47 C.F.R. § 

54.410(g).   

 

With regard to the two of the 50 selected subscribers tested, these 

two Telco subscribers were provided a courtesy credit back to 

their service start date.  However, AT&T did not seek 

reimbursement for these courtesy credits.  Instead, AT&T only 

sought reimbursement for these subscribers after the date of their 

initial certification forms. 

 

Objective IV: Annual Certification and Recordkeeping by Eligible 

Telecommunications Carriers, Procedure IV-4 
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 For the Telco ETC for Illinois, the Form 497 reported 21,381 

subscribers, compared to 20,368 subscribers reported in Form 

555 filing, Item A, resulting in a difference of 1,013 

subscribers. 

 For the Telco ETC for Oklahoma, the Form 497 reported 

16,656 subscribers, compared to 15,558 subscribers reported in 

Form 555 filing, Item A, resulting in a difference of 1,098 

subscribers. 

 

 

The subscriber counts reported on the Form 555 filings agree to 

the subscriber counts reported on the Form 497s for January 2013 

data month, which these Telcos filed in February 2013. 

Importantly, these reporting differences have no impact on the 

number of subscribers these Telcos contacted in the recertification 

process. 

 

Objective IV: Annual Certification and Recordkeeping by Eligible 

Telecommunications Carriers, Procedure IV-5 

 The population of recertified subscribers included four 

subscribers not reported by the Mobility ETC for Washington. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 For the Telco ETC for Illinois, the A9 Population included 

21,579 subscribers, compared to 20,368 subscribers reported in 

Form 555 filing, Item A, resulting in a difference of 1,211 

subscribers. 

 For the Telco ETC for Oklahoma, the A9 Population included 

19,552 subscribers, compared to 15,558 subscribers reported in 

Form 555 filing, Item A, resulting in a difference of 3,994 

 

 

With regard to the Mobility ETC for Washington, the service for 

these four subscribers was temporarily suspended due to non-

payment of their bill.  Mobility does not include suspended 

subscribers in its Form 497 reimbursement requests.  AT&T 

personnel consulted with USAC personnel about how to address 

temporarily suspended customers who were excluded from 

Mobility’s February 497 claim but who became current the 

following month.  At USAC’s direction, Mobility listed these 

individuals in a separate tab and it is AT&T’s understanding that 

USAC included them in its recertification effort on behalf of 

Mobility. 

 

With regard to the Telco ETCs for Illinois and Oklahoma, the 

Telco ETCs’ 2013 recertification was based on subscribers 

reported in these carriers’ original Form 497 filings.  These 

carriers subsequently revised these particular 497 forms in 2014, 

reducing the number of subscribers claimed.  This revision was 

reflected in the carriers’ Form 555 filings and is the primary 

reason for the difference noted above by the auditor.   
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subscribers. 

 

 

Objective IV: Annual Certification and Recordkeeping by Eligible 

Telecommunications Carriers, Procedure IV-8 

No supporting schedules related to the Illinois Bell and Southwestern 

Bell – Oklahoma annual ETC certifications were provided in Item 13 of 

GSP Appendix A. 

 

For the AT&T Mobility annual ETC certification, the only attachment 

or supporting schedule provided in Item 13 of GSP Appendix A was 

the required outage attachment discussed in Procedure IV-7 above. No 

further procedures were performed on this schedule as it did not contain 

information otherwise included in the Form 481 submission. 

 

 

 

AT&T is unsure what information the FCC is seeking by the 

request for “supporting schedules” in Item 13 of GSP Appendix A. 

Item 13 of GSP Appendix A does not request “supporting 

schedules” however, all requested audit materials were provided to 

allow the auditor to complete the various procedures.  If the 

auditor receives clarification from the FCC or can explain what 

information it is seeking from AT&T before it files its final report, 

AT&T will endeavor to provide responsive information as quickly 

as possible. 

 

 



 
 
 

 

EY | Assurance | Tax | Transactions | Advisory 
 
About EY 
EY is a global leader in assurance, tax, transaction and 
advisory services. The insights and quality services we 
deliver help build trust and confidence in the capital markets 
and in economies the world over. We develop outstanding 
leaders who team to deliver on our promises to all of our 
stakeholders. In so doing, we play a critical role in building a 
better working world for our people, for our clients and for 
our communities. 

EY refers to the global organization and may refer to one or 
more of the member firms of Ernst & Young Global Limited, 
each of which is a separate legal entity. Ernst & Young 
Global Limited, a UK company limited by guarantee, does 
not provide services to clients. For more information about 
our organization, please visit ey.com. 

Ernst & Young LLP is a client-serving member firm of  
Ernst & Young Global Limited operating in the US. 

© 2015 Ernst & Young LLP. 
All Rights Reserved. 

1503-1428396 

 
This publication contains information in summary form and is therefore intended 
for general guidance only. It is not intended to be a substitute for detailed 
research or the exercise of professional judgment. Neither Ernst & Young LLP 
nor any other member of the global Ernst & Young organization can accept any 
responsibility for loss occasioned to any person acting or refraining from action 
as a result of any material in this publication. On any specific matter, reference 
should be made to the appropriate advisor. 
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